
















































































































































































































































































Response to Public Comment on the Draft 2018 303(d) and CALM

3. [DES has proviged no fechnical basis for ji: jsions regarding gleal biomas: ink fo fotal ni-
[rogen DES states “the growth of algag is causmg dissolved oxygen to fall below state standards”™
(NHDES 2019, pg. 72). However, DES provides no evaluation or analysis 1o support this claim. In-
stead, DES refers to graphics from the 2016 303(d) TSD and narrative to draw an assumption of a
relationship between sonde probe chlorophyll-a readings and DO concentrations. DES admits the

probe-based chlorophyll-a readings are “estimated” based on a poor correlation with extracted chlo-
rophyll-a grab sample data (NHDES 2019, pg. 72), which was also the case in the 2016 assessment
(MHDES 2017). Additionally, there is sufficient evidence 1o conclude the DO data used in the 2016
and 2018 assessments have data quality issues that prevent meaningful analysis of cause and ef-
fect relationships. Given that the chlorophyll-a and DO data lack statistical rigor to develop cause
and effect relationships, DES has no justification for concluding algal growth is in any way related to 12- 18
DO concentrations in the tidal Cocheco River.

DES uses the above statement purporting to link chlorophyll-a to DO as the method of listing total
nitrogen as the causative pollutant. Again, no technical analysis has been provided 1o justify this link
and statements from the 2016 listing are provided as evidence (NHDES 2019, pg. 72). No evidence
or analysis has been provided t0 suggest the tidal Cocheco River is not achieving any designated
use, or that nitrogen has been proven to be a causative pollutant for any impairment. DES states ni-
trogen remains elevated while acknowledging a rapid decrease in loading (NHDES 2019, pg. 72).
DES needs to conduct a thorough statistical evaluation using verifiable, high quality data to identify if
changes in nitrogen loading as a result of recent facility improvements have any measurable impact
on water quality in the Cocheco River. Without identification of such linkages, DES lacks the tech-

nical basis for listing the tidal Cocheco River as impaired.

4. Remove the non-support (5-M) listing of the fidal Cocheco River (segment NHESTE00030608-01)
fortotal pifrogen. As outlined in comments 1 and 2 above, the tidal Cocheco River should not be
listed as non-supporting uses based on chlorophyll-a or DO. We are unaware of reports of fish kills,
user complaints regarding blooms, or any other information that would suggest non-attainment of
uses. Moregver, it is unclear that the chlorophyll-a or DO dynamics are controlled or controllabla by

nitrogen as opposad to other factors such as flushing rates and the natural exchange of water be- 12-19
tween tidal flats and the main channgl. It appears to be a productive upper estuary segment that
would benefit from additional DO monitoring data given data quality issues as discussed in comment
2_ Accordingly, the 5-M listing for total nitrogen should be removed from the 2018 303(d) list, pend-
ing the collection of additional DO and its interpretation.
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